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CHARLES TAYLOR, AS TREASURER ) SYSTEM
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MAY -3 2011

GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT
Under the Enforcement Priority Systee (“EPS”), the Commission uses formal scoring

criteria to allocata ita resonroas and deeide which uases to pursue. Theas criterix include, but are mot
limited to, an assessment of (1) the gravity of the alleged violatian, bath with respect to the type of
activity and the amount in violation, (2) the apparent impact the alleged violation may h;ve had on
the electoral process, (3) the legal complexity of issues raised in the case, (4) recent trends in
potential violations of the Federal Election Campaién Act of 1971,_ as amended (“the Act”), and
(5) development of the law with respect to certain subject matters. It is the Commission’s policy
that pursuing low-rated matters, compared to other higher-rated matters on the Enforcement docket,
warrants the eiercise of its prosecutorial discretion to dismiss certain cases. The Office of Genetal_
Counsel has scored MUR 6382 as a low-rated matter and has also dmed that it sheuld not be
referesd tb the Mtemﬁve Dispute Resolution Office. This Offive thercfore rqé(nmnds that the
Cemuanizsion exeraise its prosecutorial disemction te dismisz MUR 6382.

~In this imatter, complainant Jeannine M. Riley, ownar of the Castle Mmmagemsnt Group,
LLC (“CMG"), alleges that Leonard W. Britton' and Len Britton for Vermont and Charles Taylor,
in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Committee™), violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) by under
reporting alieged campaign debt on its 2010 FEC t.lisclosure reports. Speciﬁcally, Ms Riley asserts

that in “both the 2010 second quarter filing and the 2010 pre-primary filings,” the Committee

! Mr. Britton was an unsuccessful candidate for the United States Senate from Vermont in 2010. -
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incorrectly states that “the outstanding balance due to Castle Management Group LLC"” for
campaign management and consulting services “is $16,577.54.” According to the complainant,
“the correct balance as of June 16, 2010 is $44,196.17,” or $27,618.63 more than the amount
reported. In suppor‘t of her claims, the complainant attaches both a four-page invoice dated :

June 16, 2010, setting forth a breakdown of the expenses at issue, which were allegedly presented
for pryment between December 17, 2609 and Jene 16, 2016, and a copy of a letter dated August

20, 2010, in wiich CM@G advizes the Committee that under reparting debt may constitute o violatien
of the Act.

In its response, the Committee denies the complainant’s allegations and maintains that CMG
and an individual identified as “Dan Riley,” who is described as a “principal” of CMG,? breached an
agreement with the Committee concerning Mr. Riley’s role as the Committee’s campaign manager.?
According to the Committee, it has already paid Mr. Riley and CMG a total of $11,750, as reflected
ox.1. its 2010 April and July Quarterly Reports, and, “giving Mr. Riley [] the benefit of the doubt as
respect to his claimed expenses,” owes him no more than an additional $16,577.54. The Committee
has disclosed debt of $16,577.54 owed to CMG, with the purpose listed as “campaign manager,” on
Schedule P of the Committee’s 2010 July Quarterly and Pre-Primary Reports, and on subsequent
financial discloswne repurts. The Committes also states that it “finally peited cempany” with Mr.

Riley end CMG i early April, 2010, ott agsertion supparted by a letter to the Secretary of thn

3 CMG's website lists Mr. Riley as an email contsct, see hitp://wv Cont ml.
In a copy of an emmltotheComnnttee,whxchuamhedmhereomphmt, Ms Rlley mdlcam thatMr Rxley is
associated with CMG.

3 Appended to the response as Exhibit A are examples of alleged activities by Mr. Riley with which the
Committee has taken issue, including purportedly unauthorized statements made by Mr. Riley in the candidate’s name.
The Committee alsc inohusless as ExHibit It, an cesignesi “Offer to Subcontesotor,” which purposts o vontain at least
some of the anntimctual terms betw.oan thee Commitiee meut CMG erd, as Exbibit C, a schedule of puynasiz allegediiy
mado ta CMG as of April 27, 2010, totaling $10,250.00. In its response, the Committee asserts that it made three
subsequent payments to CMG of $500 apiece, or $1,500, for total payments equaling $11,750.
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Senate filed by Mr. Riley on June 4, 2010, in which he states that his service to the Committee
ended as of April 2, 2010, see
http://images.nictusa.com/pdf/319/10020403319/100204033 19.pdf#navpanes=0.

The Committee is under an obligation to continuously report debts and obligations until they
are extinguished, including Gebts arising from bona fide disagreements between creditors and
political committess over tho existence or amount of an obligation. See 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(8);
sae also 11 CFR. §§ 104.3(d), 104.11, aed 116.10. Here, the altegad disputed debt is apparently
based on alieged unpaid cousulting faes and unreimbursiai expenses which, acccading to the
caraplainant, were incurred by Mr. Riley while serving as the Committee’s campaign manager, in
the amount of $44,196.17. The Committee, however, denies any outstanding debt or obligation to
Mr. Riley and CMG in excess of the $16,577.54 that it has already disclosed, which is $27,618.63
less than Mr. Riley claims he is owed.

It appears that the parties are in dispute overa potential debt of $27,618.63 owed by the
Committee. Accordingly, the Committee should list the disputed amount on its disclosure reports.
See 11 C.F.R. §§ 104.11 and 116.10. Given the limited scope of the activity in this matter, we
believe that further enforcement action is unnecessary. Accordingly, under EPS, the Oﬁicc;. of
Genanral Counsel s scored MUR 6382 as a law-rated mathsr and therefore, in fixtheracce of the
Comunission’s priorities as discussed abave, the Office of Gengral Connsel believas that the
Commission should exercise its prosecutorial discretion and dismiss this matter. See Heckler v.
Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985). Additionally, this Office recommends that the Commission remind
Len Britton for Vermont and Charles Taylor, in his official as treasurer, of tﬁe requirements of
2U.S.C. § 434(b)(8) and 11 C.F.R. §§ 104.3(d), 104.11, and 116.10 concerning the reporting of
disputed debts.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission dismiss MUR 6382, close

the file, and approve the appropriate letters, Additionally, this Office recommends that the

Commission remind Len Britton for Vermont and Charles Taylor, in his official as treasurer, of the

requirements of 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(8) and 11 C.F.R. §§ 104.3(d), 104.11, and 116.10 concerning the

reporting of disputed debts.
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